
3722 cr 4586 , sulphur springs. TX 75482-0847 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
US. Senote 
284 Russell Senote Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federol-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regording the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  chonge the 
Universol Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flot fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negotively impacted by the unfair chonge proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that meons that someone who uses one thousond minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penolized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students. prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessory. I n  oddition. it would have o highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coolitian, of which I am o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  dote information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal low does not require companies to recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. AS a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
toxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials. the 
FCC has plans t o  change to a f la t  fee system soon ond without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spreod the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass olong my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how o flat fee tox could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work ond I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

michoel poulter 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Danny Stamper 

1710 Sand Hill rd., Irvine, KY 40336 

November 2,2005 5:08 PM 

Senator Jim Bunning 
US. Senate 
3 16 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bunning: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Danny Stamper 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 1026 PM 

Senator Mark Pryor 
US. Senate 
257 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Pryor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lo t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will  continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl george 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Senator Tim Johnson 
US. Senate 
136 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Johnson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
SCNiCC Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As yon know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to nnaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Larry Brown 

ec: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Douglas Blsueh 

421 Jonestown Road 421 Jonestown Road, Jonestown, PA 17038 " - -.---"-*.~.,__ j 

November 2,2005 6:26 PM 

Senator Arlen Specter 
US.  Senate 
71 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas Blauch 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2, 2005 5:09 PM 

Senator Tom Harkin 
US.  Senate 
73 1 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Harkin: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

joseph wilden 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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November 2,2005 5:3 I PM 

Representative Mike McIntyre 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2437 Rayhurn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative McIntyre: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John Hutchins 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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November 2,2005 412  PM 

Senator Evan Bayh 
US. Senate 
463 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bayh: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change to a flat 
fee system won and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank yon for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

David & Janet McConnaughey 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



paul gissel 

5865 W. Del Lago Circle, Glendale, A2 85308 

Representative Trent Franks 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1237 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Franks: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who rises one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In' addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

paul gissel 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 
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June Russell 

207 Ash Street, Charleston,, WV 25302 tttj 1 LUUb f 

Senator Robert Byrd 
U.S. Senate 
311 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal %Nice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Byrd: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently coUected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

June Russell 

ee: 
FCC General Email Box 



Sally Merchant I FED 1 3  2UO6 1 
PO Box 145. Soruce Head. ME 04859 I 

Senator Olympia Snowe 
U.S. Senate 
154 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Sewice CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Snowe: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, l i e  students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and m a l  consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the h d i n g  burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including l& to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Sally Merchant 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Marcia LaRue 

P.O. Box 1996, Canon City, CO 81215-1996 I 

November 30,2005 5 2 7  PM 

Senator Ken Salazar 
U.S. Senate 
702 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Salazar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Marcia LaRue 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Charles pugsley I 
22564 peppermill ct , novi, MI 483754349 FCC - Ma\iHOUr' \ 

movember 30,2005 5:28 PM 

Representative Thaddeus McCotter 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1632 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative McCotter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Charles pugsley 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Donna D. Smith 

407 S .  3rd Ave., raaen LILY, w v L b i w u i  I 
- 

November 30,2005 527 PM 

Representative Alan Mollohan 
US.  House of Representatives 
2302 Rayburn House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Mollohan: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF &om high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Donna D. Smith 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Ottis W. Peacher 

10721 U.S. Hwy. 98 Lot 165, Dade City, FL 33525-1698 

November 30,2005 5 2 8  PM 

Representative Ginny Brown-Waite 
U.S. House of Representatives 
414 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Brown-Waite: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would l i e  ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ottis W. Peacher 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



DAVID DICK SR. 

2302 LAFRAMBOIS RD., VANCOUVER, WA 98660 

Senator Maria Cantwell 
U.S. Senate 
717 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to uuaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly, If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

While I am aware that 

Sincerely, 

DAVID DICK SR. 

ce: 
FCC General Email Box 



Stella McDonald I ~~..-MAILRBCIM 
5408 N. Walnut , Spokane, WA 99205 

November 2,2005 12:13 PM 

Senator Maria Cantwell 
US. Senate 
717 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cantwell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am oware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or '"pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials. the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lat  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Stella McDonald 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Ada V. MeCroan 111 

4346 Century Road, Greenwood, FL 32443-1928 

November 2,2005 2 2 3  PM 

Senator Me1 Martinez 
United States Senate 
317 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Martinez: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Ada V. McCroan 111 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 



Roxanne 6aIe I 
5481Clouds Rest Rd. ,Mariposa, CA 95330-9614 *-- 

November 2,2005 10:33 PM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senate 
331 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A f lot  fee tax could couse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have o highly detrimental effect on smoll businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or  "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is thot they do. As a cansumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to a f lat fee system soon ond without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roxanne tale 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 694 PM 

Senator Richard Burr 
U.S. Senate 
217 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Burr: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank yon for your continued work and I look forward to bearing about yow position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Debra Ware 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



FEB 1 3  2006 
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Michael Lundin 

609 E Country Side Ave. , Ellensburg, WA 98926 
L-m..-w-, 

November 2,2005 258 PM 

Representative Doc Hastings 
US. House of Representatives 
1323 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Hastings: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as Someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless wers, senior citizens 
and lo'w-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would Like ensure I a m  charged fairly. If the FCC goes toss numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings Gith top FCC officiais, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Lundin 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 



November 2.2005 1224 PM 

Representative Peter DeFazio 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2134 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative DeFazio: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f lat  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distonce a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f lat  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website. including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent muetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change to  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dawn Altree 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Kathleen b. Richards I E 

November 2.2005 11:07 AM 

Senator John Rockefeller 
US. Senate 
531 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Rockefeller: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 

month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation, 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Kathleen D. Richards 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



FEB 1 3  2006 I l 
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: 241 sawmill , canfield, OH 44406 -. 

November 2,2005 5:06 PM 

Representative Ted Stickland 
US.  House of Representatives 
336 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board onUniversa1 Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Strickland 

I have serious coucems regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF fiom high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessv. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

jerry czamecki 

CC: 
FCC General Email Box 



Kimberly Fortier 

4103 E Baker Ave , Abingdon, MD 21009-1434 

November 2,2005 10:31 PM 

Senator Barbara Mikulski 
US. Senate 
503 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Mikulski: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, fomily and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means thot someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date informotion on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federol law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged foirly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
toxed, my service will cost more, And according to the Coolition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols. the 
FCC has plans t o  change to  a f lot fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my beholf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionotely affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Kimberly Fortier 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 


